This paper calls for a rapprochement between ecocriticism and what it often disregards as theory. Specifically, it argues for the relevance of genre theory, which explores the dynamic relations of author, reader, text, and the worlds they inhabit. Texts are locatable within the environment of a given genre; further, generic environments reciprocally shape, structure, and determine our sense of the wider environment. This paper offers a generically inflected reading of Kim Stanley Robinson's Science in the Capital trilogy, in which the representation of climate change is understood as a complex set of negotiations within the generic space of utopian science fiction.
Still, it is in such a willingness at least to consider the possible relationship between theory and ecocriticism that the possibilities for rapprochement exist.
11 Garrard notes that the "challenge for ecocritics is to keep one eye on the ways in which nature is in some ways culturally constructed, and the other on the fact that nature really exists, both the object and, albeit distantly, the origin of our discourse". 12 Meanwhile, Buell envisions "a fruitful, energizing collaboration" between "theory and ecology", but one that "build[s] selectively on poststructuralist theory". 13 Such a rapprochement, however, would have explicitly to address and alleviate the kind of theory-anxiety so passionately expressed by Love. It is therefore worth returning to Love, and particularly to his reliance on writer Edward Abbey's now notorious challenge to constructivist attitudes to nature: "to refute the solipsist or metaphysical idealist all that you have to do is take him out and throw a rock at his head. If he ducks, he's a liar". 14 My response would be, first, to concede the existence of the material world, expressed in that rock, inasmuch as it impacts against me. However, then, I would point out that, once I have been hit on the head, the only way to tell of that rock is to construct it, through language. Moreover, it is the telling, not the rock, that is at the nub of ecocriticism. Here, I would go further than Buell's "environmental referentiality" and Garrard's recourse to nature as "really exist[ing,] albeit distantly, [as] the origin of our discourse". 15 I would suggest that, because the literary critic's business is to understand how a given text might refer to the environment or how any given discourse has operated upon nature, our business is to understand the way in which cultural constructivism works. If, as
Love states, "The great blind spot of postmodernism is its dismissal of nature, and especially 11 Indeed, for a notable recent exception, and an enlightening defence of theory in ecocritical terms, see Estok, . It is worth pointing out too that postmodernist or poststructuralist theorists have been, in turn, equally hesitant to engage with ecocriticism. For exceptions in this direction, see Clark and Conley. 12 Garrard, 10. 13 Lawrence Buell, 10. 14 Love, 26. 15 Lawrence Buell, 10; Garrard, 10. human nature", then the great blind spot of ecocriticism is its dismissal of theory. 16 Or, as
Philips puts it, in his very stringent critique of the movement, "ecocriticism needs to be given a strong dose of formalism".
17
With this, then, we arrive at the concept of genre. As soon as I seek to tell of the environment, of its rocks or otherwise, I rely on conventions with which to do this telling. In order to gain an immediate understanding from my listener or reader, I am aware of, and respond to, his or her existing expectations about rocks, and I depend on his or her prior understandings of other rocks. That is, as soon as we communicate, we behave generically.
Yet, theories of genre are currently little employed in literary criticism, for several reasons. First, such neglect is, paradoxically, a result of the axiomatic and ubiquitous nature of genre, for literary scholars and critics often refer to genre, but very rarely draw on genre theory. Much ecocriticism, for example, considers genre very particularly in treating of obviously environmentally-centred genres such as nature writing and the pastoral; however, in ecocriticism and elsewhere, there is often little engagement with the subtler-and potentially productive-insights enabled by genre theory, even while genre itself is taken for granted. Second, theories of genre have famously been denigrated as mindless exercises in categorisation, and-by inference-as doing scant justice to the unpredictability and ineffability at the heart of literary endeavour. Intriguingly, much of that denunciation has originated with those critics we might call poststructuralist or postmodernist, which is a crucial reminder that what is so often designated as theory by ecocritics is really a complex of theoretical approaches, not all mutually compatible. Thus, Jacques Derrida declaims against genre as inimical to the originality that marks genuine literature, "putting to death the very 16 Love, 26. 17 Phillips, 168. thing that it engenders", while Frederic Jameson describes modern-day genre as "a brandname system against which any authentic artistic expression must necessarily struggle".
18
However, such a position against genre misreads the very concept, simplifying genre as taxonomy and genre theory as a set of regulations put in place to police taxonomic boundaries. In contrast, contemporary theories of genre recognise that it encompasses the shared expectations between writers and readers that govern communication and enable comprehension; they realise that, far from discouraging innovation, genre becomes the grounds for any innovation. As John Frow states, "No speaking or writing or any other symbolically organised action takes place other than through the shapings of generic codes". 19 For Frow, "genre theory is, or should be, about the ways in which different structures of meaning and truth are produced in and by the various kinds of writing, talking, painting, filming and acting by which the universe of discourse is structured".
20
To frame literary genre in this way, as "a structured complex which has a strategic character and interacts with the demands of an environment", is to begin to understand its usefulness to ecocriticism. 21 Genre theory, in dealing with the meta-textual practices of authors as they write and readers as they read, and in exploring the links between these practices, recognises that literary endeavour takes place in the world. Here, rhetorician Anis Bawarshi's "ecological view of genres" is pertinent. Bawarshi recognises that any given genre functions in a way that is akin to an ecological system, for example, in its reliance on the repetition and typification of forms, and its dynamic of shared and conventionalised expectations. 22 Bawarshi further notes that, while genres "individually constitute their own microenvironments-their own social situations, practices, and relations", groups of genres 18 Derrida, Barwarshi continues:
even in places ostensibly outside of rhetoric, places we call "wilderness" or "nature", we cannot escape the power of rhetoric in shaping how we socially define, recognize, and experience our environments and ourselves in relation to them. Discourse and reality are deeply, ecologically, interconnected, so much so that we create the rhetorical conditions within which we perform and come to understand our environments, our social activities, and our identities.
25
The critical-and, indeed, ecocritical-application of genre theory that I am advocating here, then, is much more than a discussion of a text as belonging to a given literary genre, for instance, pastoral, nature writing or even the urban novel. It requires an understanding of the habitual dynamics between authors and readers, the shared generic habitats in which authors and readers situate themselves, and the way in which such generic spaces interact with-that is, reciprocally shape, structure, and determine-the environment at large.
26
One place in which to explore the possibilities of generically aware ecocriticism is in the fictional discourse of climate change. Specifically, Robinson identifies himself as a utopian science fiction writer, in a way that has significant implications for any reading of his representations of climate change. It is worth understanding, then, the links between science fiction and the utopian, a relationship much commented on by science fiction critics. For Suvin, the two are inextricably linked: the utopian impulse is intrinsic to science fiction, which "has always been wedded to a hope of finding in the unknown the ideal environment, tribe, state, intelligence, or other aspect of the Supreme Good (or to a fear of and revulsion from its contrary)". 35 In this analysis, it is worth noting the difference between the utopian and the dystopian: the fundamental distinction lies in the relative superiority or inferiority of the alternative world to the reader's world.
36
However, nuances exist, as with Tom Moylan's descriptions of "critical utopia" and "critical dystopia". These are characterised by their open endings: the former "reject utopia as blueprint while preserving it as a dream" and the latter "not only critique the present system but also begin to find ways to transform it". 37 In short, these more sophisticated forms recognise the possibility of perfectability while acknowledging the reality of a flawed world. Thus, for Robinson, goodness exists not as panoply, in a simple utopian sense, nor as possibility, in a critical utopian sense, but as a work in progress. Jameson-Robinson's former doctoral supervisor and perhaps the most distinguished commentator of his work so far-writes of the Mars trilogy that, even in its conclusion, the reader is aware that the "achievement" of utopia on Mars "must constantly be renewed", so much so that "utopia as a form is not the representation of radical alternatives; it is rather simply the imperative to imagine them". 41 Robinson's definition of utopia is, needless to say, profoundly ideological, for in his depiction of utopia as a "working towards", as a "progressive course", he requires of his characters not just the ability to imagine utopia but a political commitment to it. The utopian terraforming of Mars does not simply involve a biological alteration of the planet; it 38 Moylan, "Look into the Dark", 57. Mars. His attempt at bringing climate change down to earth (in a manner of speaking) has led him to utilise the near future, rather than a distant one, and a familiar setting, not an estranged one. Indeed, Robinson describes his discovery of the phenomenon of abrupt climate change as the trigger for being able effectively to portray Earthly climate change at all, precisely because it brings the crisis into the imaginative compass of his readers, both temporally and spatially:
As a novelist, it's obvious: you know, if something happens in three years, rather than five hundred years, you're better off in trying to figure out a story of how human beings are impacted and you can just frame the story better. And I've been interested in global warming for a long time, but I hadn't figured out a story to tell until I heard about abrupt climate change.
53
And, writing of his attempt to discuss climate change in the novel, Antarctica (1997), which appeared between the two trilogies, Robinson complains:
in the end, Antarctica is almost as remote from most people's consciousness as Mars.
Also, sticking with the best scientific understanding of the situation at that time, I
suggested there that although the long-term situation could be catastrophic in the extreme, it was only happening "fast" in geological time. In individual human time, which also means ordinary novelistic time, it would almost certainly happen so slowly that it was hard to imagine or depict what it would mean.
54
In other words, the near-future setting of the Science in the Capital novels enables the imaginative construction of climate change in a way that is psychologically and-one is compelled to add-politically and ideologically relevant.
Yet, this raises the question of whether Robinson's near-future novum is a novum at all. Certainly, it is on such grounds that Roger Luckhurst discounts the novels as utopian and sort, but the world that he builds in this trilogy is not of the same order as that of the previous trilogy-that is, it is not a novum. Certainly, he brings to the Science in the Capital novels the same techniques of world-building he had previously practised. In the Mars novels, it is possible to see that Robinson's world-building occurs on both a textual and a meta-textual level; that is, by constructing a fictitious world in which terraforming takes place, Robinson both performs and dramatises the act of world-making. more likely reader response: "such analyses of scientific and political institutions tend to make for rather dry reading".
62
Hence, the reader of the trilogy must look elsewhere for imaginative appeal. It is worth complicating the idea of the novum by recalling Robinson's generic renegotiation of science fiction as utopian science fiction, and, indeed, his redefinition of the utopian as a progressive cause. It then becomes apparent that Robinson's exhaustive world-building takes place not simply in order to create a world in meta-textual terms but to convey an impression of the immense ideological effort that is needed to create that world within the text. And thus it is not just detail of description but scale of plot that matters. Robinson has said of this trilogy that "Some stories just need lots of pages to tell right". 63 The sheer length of the text as triple-decker (some 1,500 pages), the precision of its institutional and geographical settings, and the real-time nature of its dialogue, combine actively to involve the reader in the achievement of the utopian dream. Carol Franko astutely analyses the Mars trilogy as an exercise in Bakhtinian dialogism, emphasising how the novels "dialogise the concept and hope of Utopia". 64 Similarly, the reader of the Science in the Capital trilogy experiences Utopia in and as progress: one is made aware of character psychology through dialogue, in a manner that resembles the slow process of getting to know people in the so-called "real"
world; one walks and travels with these characters through the cityscape or landscape; and one is embedded, like them and with them, in the various milieux in which they work and live. All this occurs in order to invite and involve the reader. Robinson's utopia is thus both progressive and participatory.
Moreover, such an approach to utopia requires a distinctive narrative pattern. Instead of setting up a structure that locates a protagonist with or against a utopian or dystopian setting, the trilogy presents us with no obvious hero. Although it is possible to identify Frank climate-changed world, the spotlight is on the ideological work of those who positively terraform it out of the negative terraforming it has undergone over the twentieth century.
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The inclusive, progressive utopia of the Science in the Capital novels represents one way of narrating the complex topic of climate change. To consider the efforts of other writers who have approached the topic is to realise that numerous other generic paths present themselves, depending on the particular negotiations that take place between writer and reader, not to mention critic, and that arise between the text and others in a writer's oeuvre or generic purview. Any detailed analysis of such texts and such differences is beyond the scope of this paper, but even a cursory acknowledgement of their existence underlines the importance of a generically-inflected reading of literary constructions of environmental crisis 
